In group conversations, not speaking is the state of affairs experienced by most people most of the time; I refer to this as ''conversational latency.'' Hypothesizing that conversational latency affects one's discursive options, I analyze the association between latency (operationalized as the number of turns that elapsed since the current speaker last spoke) and turn-initial words (e.g., but, oh) in twenty-nine experimental task groups, taking turn-initial words as indicators of the type of content a speaker proposes to produce. The findings suggest a model of group conversation in which conversational obligations weigh heaviest on the shoulders of the most recent contributors; those who contributed somewhat less recently remain engaged but have more latitude to take discordant positions; and those who have been quiet for longer periods are susceptible to ''alienation from topic,'' as a result of which reentry is often accompanied by an attempt to change the topic.
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Keywords: conversation, turn-taking, discourse markers, task groups W hen a dyad is joined by some third person, Simmel (1950:125-62) observed, the grouping-now a triad-takes on several new properties. For one, its continuation no longer depends on the involvement of any particular individual. For another, the possibility of mediation is created, as is the possibility of a twoagainst-one alliance. One feature that Simmel neglected to mention, however, is this: When more than two people are present, there is more than one prospective next speaker, which means that there is some degree of uncertainty as to who, exactly, will speak next.
1 Moreover, when four or more people are present, we can say for certain that most current non-speakers will not speak next, at least insofar as the one-speaker rule is respected. I speak of not-speaking as being in a state of ''conversational latency,'' and take it as a characteristic feature of group talk, and necessarily so.
This article is concerned with the consequences of conversational latency, specifically for the discursive options people have when they do speak, as judged by the words with which they begin their speaking turns. In the next section I lay out the problem of participation in group conversation in more depth. Then I describe the research setting, involving 29 six-person experimental task groups. I begin the empirical analysis with a consideration of the distribution of latency times (operationalized as the number of turns that have elapsed since a person last spoke) in these groups. Next I describe the main turn-initial words, drawing upon, but extending, the seminal work of Schiffrin (1987) on ''discourse markers.'' The statistical analysis models the association between common turn-initial words and latency, as well as sex, the last of these being a salient attribute known to be associated with a range of interactional behaviors (Ridgeway and Smith-Lovin For comments on this work I thank Ann Mische. For sharing the experimental data, I am grateful to John Skvoretz, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and Dawn Robinson. For his help with data entry, I thank Dan Ross. Direct correspondence to Department of Sociology, 3718 Locust Walk, 584 McNeil Hall, Philadelphia, PA 19104; gibsond@sas.upenn.edu. 1 At one point, Simmel was close, speaking of the ''disturbance and distraction of pure and immediate reciprocity' ' (1950:136) that characterizes triads and larger groups. 1999). Sex, it turns out, does little, but latency does much more, and in interpreting those effects I extend the analysis to include some turns' second words. In the Discussion I consider implications and identify directions for future research. The Conclusion situates these findings with respect to a larger research program on the consequences of speaker linearization in group encounters.
GROUP CONVERSATION AND THE PROBLEM OF INVOLVEMENT
When two people speak, each is effectively guaranteed the same number of speaking turns, or something very close to it, for the same reason that two tennis players each hit the ball about the same number of times so long as it remains in play. (Each claim is slightly qualified because in both conversation and tennis, whoever speaks/hits first may get one extra turn if they also speak/hit last.) However, this equality, 2 ensured by the one-speaker rule (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1974) under the condition that speaker change at least occasionally occurs, is in no way guaranteed in conversations involving three or more people. The reason is that in group settings, when one person stops speaking (or is stopped) any of the others may start, and it is entirely possible that some people will transition from not speaking to speaking much more readily than others.
In fact, participation in group discussions tends to be far from equal (e.g., Bales et al. 1951; Burke 1974) . This is typically attributed to status differences (e.g., Fisek, Berger, and Norman 1991) , but such explanations do not readily articulate with what we know about how conversation is incrementally produced (Gibson 2008 ), turn by turn, so some further explanation is needed. Some answers come from the rules of turn-taking. According to Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) , one speaker may reliably select the next by addressing someone with an adjacency pair first part, such as a command or question, whereupon the addressee is likely to speak next so as to produce the second part (in the case of a question, an answer). Someone who is the frequent target of (for instance) questions will, as a consequence, frequently speak as a result (something also presupposed by Fisek et al. [1991] ). Further, when this rule does not apply-that is, when a speaker does not end his or her turn with an adjacency pair first part-anyone at all may speak next; the important thing is that they begin speaking first. This will naturally give the advantage to whoever is faster on their feet, and assuming that this is a stable characteristic (even if only for the duration of a conversation, and permitting that this may be a function of status [Skvoretz 1988]) , the consequence again is that some people will end up taking more turns than others. Gibson (2003) suggests another mechanism that may contribute to participation inequalities. In 13 teams of managers, he found that a person's likelihood of being addressed after speaking or after being addressed was relatively high: About 91 percent of addressees spoke or were addressed in the previous turn. In contrast, a person's likelihood of being addressed after someone else spoke and someone else was addressed was much smaller, suggesting that addressability has to be earned through talking and that it can easily be lost. This is important because, as just noted, being addressed is an important means by which one reacquires the floor. Once someone falls to the conversational wayside, he or she cannot normally count on help in regaining the floor, and conversely, participation breeds further opportunities for participation.
Again, the consequence of all of this is that in a group setting, not only are periods of latency logically ensured, long periods of latency are a distinct possibility for the conversationally disadvantaged or disinclined. What are the consequences of latency? The question has rarely been posed. Conversation analysts, on the one hand, infrequently study conversations involving more than three or four individuals and readily put non-speakers out of mind as not having produced any conversational ''data.'' Small group researchers (e.g., Fisek et al. 1991) , on the other hand, assume that someone who speaks infrequently is resigned to his or her subordinate role in the group, on the grounds that others are thought to have more to contribute to a task that everyone wants to see performed well.
We must, then, look for answers elsewhere. Some possible consequences of latency are that less active people may derive less ''emotional energy'' (Collins 2004 ) from an encounter, might form negative opinions about themselves or others, and might be less invested in any decisions made-all of which could be consequential for postencounter behavior, such as compliance with decisions or gossip about others' inconsiderateness. Here, however, I am concerned with the consequences of latency for what happens during an encounter. Specifically, I hypothesize that conversational latency affects one's discursive options. One reason is that conversational obligations-for instance, to signal understanding (Heritage 1984) or to soft-pedal disagreement (Sacks 1987 )-may rest differently on the shoulders of people who have spoken recently versus those who have not. Another reason is that the options available to someone who recently helped shape the topic under discussion may differ from the options of someone who, for a time, has only observed others talk.
One way to test this hypothesis is to study what people say when they do speak, and then ask how this is associated with the length of their just-concluded period of latency. I propose to go about this by exploiting the way in which speakers anticipate the content of their turns through the use of turn-initial words like oh and so.
DATA
The data were derived from transcripts of the discussions of 29 experimental task groups. Each group consisted of six previously unacquainted undergraduates, and sex compositions were manipulated to provide for several groups with each possible mix (six males, five males and one female, etc.). The groups were given a problem that, per the scope conditions of expectation states theory, was well-defined but lacked an obvious solution. Specifically, they were instructed to devise such a problem for some other group to perform, as if they were part of the research planning stage rather than the actual subjects. Group members did not know each other in advance. They were allowed to talk for 20 minutes, and were videotaped. The tapes were subsequently transcribed, and have since deteriorated entirely, so that only the transcripts remain. These data were used for a number of reasons. First, each group consisted of six members, making it likely that people would fall out of active participation frequently enough to ensure substantial variation on that independent variable. Second, the task situation has been hypothesized to activate sex as a ''status characteristic'' consequential for the exercise of influence and other sorts of conversational behaviors, a hypothesis that has been confirmed using these very data for speaking (Smith-Lovin et al. 1986 ) and interruptions (Smith-Lovin and Brody 1989) . This gives me the opportunity to compare the effects of a salient characteristic on the content of a turn with the effects of latency.
4 And third, the task situation resembles the sort of thing done in many multi-party encounters, such as those of managerial teams (Gibson 2003) and juries (Rose, Diamond, and Murphy 2007) .
To be sure, however, a task group is a very particular type of setting, and the findings need to be interpreted in light of that. Particularly important is the fact that subjects were told that they would be collectively rewarded for their efforts. Their main motivation for speaking, therefore, was presumably to contribute to the performance of the task when they thought that they had something useful to say.
The transcripts were coded for two types of information: the identity of the speaker in a given speaking turn and the word that he or she began with. Someone was considered to have taken a turn if he or she spoke at least one entire word ''in the clear''-that is, without this overlapping with another person's speech. 5 In contrast to some prior work on these data, working out of the expectation states tradition (e.g., Smith-Lovin et al. 1986 ), a person's turn was considered to have stretched from its beginning until the start of the next speaker's turn, so that, by definition, a person could not take two consecutive turns. 6 An attempt at interrupting was only counted as a turn if the first speaker stopped talking while the interrupter continued. More generally, a later-starting utterance that, for a time, overlapped with the previous (earlier-starting) turn was considered a turn unto itself when it continued beyond the previous turn, as judged by whether the number of syllables in the laterstarting utterance exceeded the number of syllables remaining in the previous turn, counting from the onset of overlap. (The transcripts indicate where overlap begins, but do not locate its end.) Excerpts 1 and 2 provide examples. In each, the slash indicates the point in the first speaker's turn that the second speaker began speaking. In Excerpt 1, for instance, subject 3 began saying ''I've heard of it'' immediately after 5 asked the question, and in overlap with 5's ''We used to do that in high school.'' In accordance with the rule just given, subject 3 in Excerpt 1 is not credited with a successful turn, while in Excerpt 2, 6 is so credited, because though both 3 and 6 begin speaking in overlap, only 6's utterance clearly extends beyond the previous speaker's turn. A speaker's first word is simply the word he or she began a successful turn with, even if its first portion was produced in overlap. Thus, in Excerpt 2, the first word of subject 6's turn is ''If.'' An exception is when the word or words produced in overlap do not immediately continue into the successful turn. An example is in Excerpt 6, where subject 1's turn is considered to have started with ''Well,'' and not the ''Yeah'' produced without any immediate attempt at continuation in the midst of subject 4's turn.
TURN LATENCY
Earlier I suggested several reasons to anticipate that, in a group setting such as this, some people will fall out of active (verbal) participation for extended periods, and pointed to some empirical evidence to this effect. But how involved were the members of these groups? Overall participation rates do not tell us much, for someone who spoke once every 10 turns in a 100-turn discussion experienced more regular involvement than someone whose ten turns were concentrated within a short period.
One way to approach this is to ask how frequently subjects experience various degrees of conversational latency. Here I focus on what I refer to as ''turn latency,'' which is the number of consecutive speaking turns that have elapsed since a person last spoke. Obviously, this is not the only way to operationalize latency; one could also time the number of minutes and seconds that have elapsed. Such durational information is not available in the transcripts, however. But turn latency is not merely a concession to lack of data. Arguably, latency is consequential not merely because it involves the passage of clock time, but because it involves the passage of speaker transitions (and thus opportunities to begin speaking) and the passage of a succession of verbal acts in which the latent individual had, at most, a minor part.
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Figure 1 is a graph of the frequency with which participants experienced various degrees of turn latency, and, simultaneously, the frequency with which people with a particular period of latency in their immediate past then went on to speak. The total height of a bar represents the frequency with which people found themselves latent for that many turns. (Someone who went on to be latent for, say, ten turns before again speaking would have first been latent for one turn, and then two turns, and so forth through ten, and the graph reflects this.) The dark portion of each bar represents the number of times a person in that latency category then spoke, and the light portion the number of times that person did not then speak. For instance, subjects found themselves latent for one turn almost 5,000 times, and on 1,928 of those occasions went on to speak in the very next speaking turn. The rest of the time they remained latent, and then became that set of people whom we find latent for two turns, where again some went on to speak and most did not. 8 We learn two things from this graph. First, long periods of latency were much more common than they needed to be. In principle, it would be possible to prevent latency from ever exceeding five turns in a six-person group, by having people speak in fixed and rotating order. Then we would have equal numbers of observations of latency periods from one through five (about 5,000 of each), as each person spoke and then sat quietly for first one, and then a second, and then a third, and then a fourth, and then a fifth turn before speaking again. Instead the distribution is right-skewed, 9 which means that while many periods of latency were very short as people reentered conversation after being quiet for only a turn or two, longer periods of latency were much more common than was strictly necessary given the size of the groups.
The second thing we learn is that the probability of conversational reentry declined as latency increased, for note how the dark segment of each bar shrinks in size relative to the light area as one moves from left to right. Setting aside the exact reason, 10 this is consequential because it will necessitate the aggressive collapsing of latency periods for purposes of the statistical analysis, to ensure enough observations of people reentering conversation from a position of ''high'' latency.
TURN-INITIAL WORDS
Again, the proposal is to study the consequences of latency by analyzing the 7 Non-speakers can be active in other ways, including through non-verbal signs of attention and inattention (Goodwin 1989 ) and backchanneling (e.g., uh huh, overlapping with someone else's talk so that it does not count as a turn). But while such devices are certainly important, and may give a non-speaker a means of participating, the ''participation status'' (Goffman 1981) of speaker remains qualitatively distinct for the action opportunities it affords (Gibson 2000) and is my concern here. 8 Latency of zero means that the person spoke in the turn just completed. The frequency of this is identical to the frequency of latency of one because one cannot (by the definition adopted here) occupy two consecutive speaking turns, which means that one cannot have a latency of zero and then transition back into speaking without first waiting for someone else to take a turn. 9 The graph ends at a latency of 30 for ease of viewing, but the actual distribution tapers off gradually until reaching its highest value of 189.
10 There are two possibilities: Latency renders one less capable of reentering conversation, and some people simply do not speak as much as others, and these people are overrepresented at higher latency levels. Disentangling the two is the task of a separate study.
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SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY association between turn latency and what people say once they retake the floor. Typically quantitative researchers interested in what people say resort to some ''speech act'' coding scheme (D'Andrade and Wish 1985) . Particularly well-known is the scheme developed by Bales, the twelve categories of which include ''gives opinion,'' ''asks for orientation,'' ''disagrees,'' and ''shows tension release'' (Bales 1950a, b) . One challenge with speech act typologies is coming up with a convincing set of categories. It is far from evident that Bales enumerated all of the possibilities, and other coding schemes are far more simple still (e.g., Berger and Conner 1974; Vuchinich 1984) . Moreover, the charge has been made that such schemes are derived more from theoretical preconceptions than the actual concerns and practices of interlocutors (Schegloff 2007:8) . Another problem is deciding what counts, for instance, as ''shows tension release''-the sort of thing that necessitates intercoder reliability tests that really only check whether multiple coders operate under the same assumptions, not all of them stated.
The alternative adopted here is to categorize a speaking turn by its first word. This ''turn-initial'' word can be very revealing of the content to follow, because it often provides a preview of what one is about to say, and serves as a frame through which the rest of the utterance is interpreted (Schiffrin 1987; Fraser 1999; Tree and Schrock 1999) . A turn beginning with but, for instance, is one which will be heard as offering a contrast with whatever was said immediately before. Further, one has a special incentive to employ effective turn-initial words in group conversation, for one's opening word is a means by which one justifies speaking at that moment, and to the exclusion of anyone else. But, for instance, asserts the incipient utterance's nonpostponability, and is thus a way of justifying its production at that particular moment, at the expense of whatever might have been said in its place. Table 1 lists the 21 most common turn-initial words in the 29 task groups. (All right was considered a single word because in meaning and usage it is akin to okay, and because almost all instances of turn-initial all were followed by right.) Together, these account for 64 percent of first words-a fairly amazing thing given the tens of thousands of words in an educated speaker's vocabulary (Aitchison 1997:62) . Some of these words-such as that, it, and there-are fairly unrevealing about the content to follow. Other words, however, are more telling. Several are discussed in detail by Schiffrin (1987) under the heading of ''discourse markers.'' Here I draw heavily upon her account (and related work), at least as a starting point to this description of how such words were typically used in these groups.
Five discourse markers discussed by Schiffrin (1987) , and not only in opening position, are well, and, but, so, and oh. The first four, in particular, serve the function just described, of signaling to listeners how subsequent talk is to be interpreted with respect to previous talkwhich means talk by the previous speaker(s), inasmuch as these words are turn-initial. And and so mean about the same thing at the start of a turn as they do in its middle: and that a previously started action (like the telling of a story) is about to be continued or extended (Schiffrin 1987:141-50 ; see also Turk 2004) , and so that the talk that follows identifies the result or consequence of whatever came before (Schiffrin 1987:191-227 ; see also Raymond 2004) . Examples from the task group transcripts are in Excerpts 3 and 4.
Excerpt 3 (Group 5)
2. If all of the sudden CBS came out and promoted one presidential candidate, it would be unfair. It would make a big difference, if the other stations didn't. 4. That would make it one-sided. 5. And that's why they had the law about equal time.
Excerpt 4 (Group 20)
5. So the problem, we could say, would be, um, the need for different ways of assessing student's performances, is that the problem?
In Excerpt 3, subject 5 provides the implied conclusion to 2's and 4's observations about media partisanship. In Excerpt 4, subject 5 attempts to formulate the consequence of recent talk-spread over the course of many turns-for the group's task.
Well and but, in contrast, have distinct turninitial import. While in the middle of a turn (or in written text) but marks a contrast between contiguous ideas, in turn-initial position it 
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often heralds a flat-out objection (Schiffrin 1987:175) , as in Excerpt 5.
Excerpt 5 (Group 30)
5. Make it [cafeteria food] more nutritious. 3. But you know they're [university dining services] not going to do that, they're going to say their spending budget, they only have so much money to spend
Well, in the meantime, is probably far more common in turn-initial position than elsewhere. According to Schiffrin (1987:102-27) and Pomerantz (1984) , its function is to signal that the incipient utterance is in some way at odds with what was evidently expected or hoped for (by way of response) by the previous speaker. This is illustrated in Excerpt 6.
Excerpt 6 (Group 2)
4. What about the judicial system, / like criminals, yeah. You know, how, how victims are just overlooked and everything. /1. Yeah. 1. Well, somebody would know about it, though. Somebody would have a special interest in it.
Here, subject 4 proposes a general topic from which a problem might be crafted. Subject 1 initially encourages the thought (''Yeah,'' interjected so as to overlap with 4's ''like,'' as indicated by the slashes), but subsequently expresses a reservation, namely that it might tap strong preexisting opinions.
Oh is a bit different in that, to a much greater extent than the first four discourse markers, it may serve as a complete turn. According to Heritage (1984) and Schiffrin (1987:74) , what oh signals is that new information has been received or familiar information recalled. Receipt of new information is illustrated in Excerpt 7 (in which the remainder of the turn conveniently explains what sort of oh it is). Also included in Table 1 (and also potentially stand-alone utterances) are okay, all right, yeah, and right. Okay and all right can express simple understanding or assent (Beach 1995) , but in these groups, at least, also heralded attempts to take stock of the implications of recent talk for the task at hand. This is illustrated in Excerpt 8 for the case of okay.
Excerpt 8 (Group 13)
6. Okay, we've got ''Should the drinking age be raised to 21 for both beer and liquor?'' Now, how does this problem meet the requirements?
Meanwhile, yeah and right are markers of agreement and affirmation. (Yeah may also serve as an affirmative response to a question.) Excerpt 9 illustrates for the case of yeah.
Excerpt 9 (Group 2)
6. Sororities and fraternities, they people already had values and opinions about 'em. 1. Yeah, that's true.
One other word in Table 1 carries consistent enough meaning that it, too, reveals something about the turns it introduces. What is a standard question-initial word, leading off a request for the naming of a thing to which the rest of the sentence (with a bit of rearranging) declaratively applies.
These, then, are the turn-initial words included in the statistical analysis: and, so, 11 In addition, the six wh-question words-what, when, why, who, where, and how-were combined into a single category, at least for the initial analysis, both because they appear to herald a single sort of interrogative speech act, and because distributionally they manifest very similar patterns vis-à-vis latency. Together, these account for 34 percent of turn-initial words. Again, a speaking turn was associated with whatever word it began with, even if the turn-initial word was produced in overlap with the previous speaker's talk.
OBLIGATION, ENGAGEMENT, AND ALIENATION IN GROUP DISCUSSIONS
Two objections to using turn-initial words as indicators of content should be anticipated. First, while one's opening word may reveal something about the first thing one intends to say in one's turn, it may have little predictive value vis-à-vis what one says later in that turn. Indeed, I assume that inasmuch as latency affects discursive options, those will be, first and foremost, turn-initial discursive options, because it is by means of the first thing that one says that one moves back into conversation; subsequent acts are performed not by somebody who had just been latent, but by somebody who already has the floor. But this is not as limiting as it appears, for the rules of turn-taking make it difficult to squeeze more than one act into a given turn when there are several other people interested in speaking (Sacks et al. 1974) , and accordingly most turns in these groups were very short (5-15 words), probably not extending far beyond what the initial word portended (insofar as it portended anything).
A second and more serious problem is that many turns do not begin with one of the words just reviewed. This is obviously a limitation of the method, though I postpone discussion of it until later.
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
The statistical analysis centers on the association between three variables: turn-initial word (including ''other'' as a category, so that all turns are included), sex, and the just-completed period of turn latency. I take the first of these as the dependent variable (though in the Discussion I acknowledge the possibility of another causal ordering), so that the goal of the statistical analysis is to pinpoint the respective effects of sex and latency on turn-initial word, controlling for the association, if any, between the two independent variables.
Again, latency was calculated as the number of turns the current (focal) speaker ''sat out'' since last speaking. For instance, if John takes a speaking turn now after not talking for ten turns, then the turn latency associated with his current turn, and whatever word it starts with, is ten. This variable was collapsed into three categories containing roughly comparable numbers of observations: In the first, the focal speaker last spoke two turns ago, and so was latent for one (low latency); in the second, the focal speaker was latent for two to four turns (intermediate latency); and in the third, the focal speaker was latent for more than four turns (high latency). Obviously, what counts as ''high latency'' need not actually correspond to a truly long period of inactivity-either in terms of elapsed turns or elapsed secondsbut this collapsing was necessary to ensure enough data given the infrequency with which anyone spoke after being latent for more than four turns (Figure 1) .
After turn latency is collapsed in this way, all three variables are categorical, which means that we can cross-tabulate them into a three-way sex by latency by word table with 66 cells. Log linear modeling was used for the statistical analysis. This is a multivariate technique that takes table cell counts (for example, that males began a turn with but on 13 occasions after being latent for more than four turns) as the facts in need of explanation, and involves estimating a succession of models that allow the variables to be associated in 11 Discourse markers (such as because) not listed in Table 1 occurred too infrequently to support statistical analysis. No, which is in Table 1 , was considered, as the possible obverse of yeah, but was not included because it was most often used in ways that had nothing to do with expressing disagreement, including as the first part of no one and as the first word of some of the oft-quoted lines in the groups' written instructions.
140
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY different ways. For example, the model that assumes that only latency and turn-initial word are associated is written as:
F ijk is the number of observations in cell i, j, k. h is the geometric mean across all cells and is analogous to a regression intercept except for its lack of substantive interpretation. t S i , t L j , and t W k are the effects of membership in the categories of the three variables (sex, latency, and word), and basically just acknowledge that, for example, if males spoke more than females (as they did), the cells for males are expected to have more observations on average than the cells for females. Finally, t j L k W represents the intersection of particular latency levels with particular words, or the possibility that the number observations in cell i, j, k is determined not only by the sheer quantity of observations in each category of each variable, but also by the particular combination of latency and turn-initial word that that cell entails.
Equation 1 is a log linear model in multiplicative form. The same model can also be expressed additively by taking the natural log of all terms (hence its name):
The advantage to the additive form of the model is that coefficient estimates can assume negative and positive values, which makes them more like regression estimates. The disadvantage is that the log transformation makes it hard to interpret effect magnitudes.
Each term in the model (in whatever form) represents multiple parameters, one for each value of the variable. t S i , for instance, represents two parameters: t S 1 , or the effect of being female, and t S 2 , or the effect of being male. Thus, as an example, the expected number of observations in F 234 (for males speaking after a latency period of more than four turns and starting with but), according to this model, is calculated (using the multiplicative form) as F 234 5 ht Model selection in loglinear analysis involves hierarchical comparisons and favors simple over complicated models, which means favoring models that assume that variables are not associated over models that assume that they are. Model selection statistics are in Table 2 . To the left are the model terms (but not, at this stage, parameter estimates), in simpler notation that summarizes the variables included in the model and their hypothesized associations (or interactions). Then comes the likelihood ratio statistic, the degrees of freedom, and the model's p-value. All models include terms controlling for marginals (for instance, {W}, which represents the overall frequencies of each turn-initial word and corresponds to t W K in the equations). The most simple, model 1, contains only these ({S}{L}{W}); this independence model assumes that the variables are not associated, and that only marginal totals need to be taken into account in predicting cell counts. The models are then gradually complicated through the addition of terms capturing the association, or interaction, between two variables (for example, {LW}, which refers to the association between latency and turn-initial word, corresponding to t L J W K and then, ultimately, all three variables ({SLW}). Two models are compared when the more complex one includes an interaction term not included in the more simple one but is otherwise identical, and the more complex model is preferred when it provides a significant improvement in the likelihood ratio statistic given the change in degrees of freedom. Overall, the preferred model is one which cannot be improved upon further in this way, and which ideally has an overall p-value greater than .10 ( Knoke and Burke 1980:31) , which allows us to retain the null hypothesis that the model is consistent with the data. Based on the changes in the chi-square statistic and degrees of freedom, models 3 and 4 are both significant improvements over model 1, and model 7 improves over models 3 and 4. Model 8 does not, however, significantly improve over model 7; nor does model 9 (the saturated model which fits all cells exactly). Not coincidentally, model 7 is also the most simple model to fit the data at the .05 level according to its p-value (.277), which is the likelihood of observing data such as these (in particular, with the observed residuals) under the assumption that the model is correct.
That model 7 is preferred indicates, substantively, that turn-initial word was simultaneously conditioned by a person's sex {SW} and turn latency {LW}. There was no significant association between sex and latency {SL}, however, and the effect of latency on first word did not vary significantly by sex (i.e., there was no three-way interaction effect {SLW}). Table 3 presents parameter estimates for the sex-by-turn-initial word {SW} effects. Though model 7 is preferred, here I use the estimates from model 8, which controls for the (statistically negligible) association between sex and latency-as is customary whenever one variable is obviously the dependent variable. Here we see that women were significantly more likely than men to begin a speaking turn with okay, while men were more likely to use all right and well. To start with the last of these, the odds of a man starting a turn with well (as opposed to in any other way) were 41 percent greater than the odds of a women doing so (odds ratio 5 1.41). This may suggest that men are less reluctant to take exception than women, something which is consistent with research showing that men are more argumentative (Johnson, Clay-Warner, and Funk 1996) .
Okay and all right seem very similar, yet women were more likely than men to use the former and men were more likely than women to use the latter. It turns out that both effects are tied to a peculiarity of these groups, namely that in almost all of them one person volunteered to do the writing.
12 When writers are excluded from the data both effects disappear (though the other results are almost entirely unaffected 13 ), for both markers were mainly used by writers: 59 percent of okays were produced by writers, and 58 percent of all rights. That does not mean that the sex effect is illusory, but rather that it is tied to some difference-perhaps superficial-in how men and women performed the role of writer.
More important than sex, in terms of the improvement to model fit, is turn latency. To see the effects of latency on turn-initial word, we could examine the {LW} estimates from model 7 or 8. However, such estimates are difficult to interpret, both because they are additive only in logged form and because they are relative to the geometric mean h. Thus instead I opt to interpret adjusted 12 This is plain in the transcripts, which (based on the videotapes) note who was writing.
13 One other consequence is that when writers are removed, women were especially likely to begin with oh.
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SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY residuals from a model that assumes no association between latency and first word. Such residuals highlight combinations that occur with significantly greater and less than expected frequency given the assumption of independence. A residual greater or equal to 2.0 (rounding up slightly from 1.96) indicates a significant positive association at the .05 level, while a residual equal to or less than 22.0 indicates a significant negative association (Haberman 1973) . Residuals are, however, sensitive to the number of cells in the table, as more cells mean fewer observations per cell on average, meaning we are at risk of missing interesting effects involving uncommon first words for lack of observations. This can be partially remedied if we can reduce the number of cells. I accomplish that by combining data for males and females. This is acceptable because there is no significant association between sex and latency (and no three-way interaction effect), so that even though sex had an effect on turninitial word, there is no risk of it being confounding vis-à-vis the association between turn-initial word and latency, which is what now concerns me. Table 4 , then, presents residuals from the main-effects-only model {L}{W}. Of the turn-initial words, six out of ten are what we might call ''positionally sensitive,'' in the sense that they were significantly more or less likely to occur in some latency positions than in others. These include but, well, oh, okay, right, and the composite wh-question category. Below, I discuss those typical of each latency position in turn, drawing upon representative excerpts from the transcripts to aid interpretation, and in two cases extending the analysis to include turns' second words.
Understanding and Agreement in Low Latency Position
Interlocutors speaking in low latency position, after sitting quietly for the minimum of one turn, 14 were especially likely to begin with okay, as well as with right (though the positive residual for right falls short of statistical significance). In low latency position, okay most often expressed understanding regarding whatever was said in the previous turn, and particularly understanding of it as a response to whatever the focal speaker said two turns ago. This is illustrated in Excerpt 10.
Excerpt 10 (Group 18) Right, in the meantime, is a more explicit show of agreement, as in Excerpt 11.
Excerpt 11 (Group 11)
4. All right, let's put it this way, it hasn't been debated yet anywhere. 6. It's a practical problem that's not very commonly thought of. 4. Right, that's a good way to put it.
The association of okay and right with low latency position is interesting because it suggests that obligations known to be associated with parties to dyadic encounters-in particular, to express understanding and agreement (e.g., Schegloff 1982; Sacks 1987 )-weigh most heavily on the shoulders of people who, though in a group setting, behave (at least for short stretches) as if they were talking to just one other person. I will return to this idea later.
Discord Markers in Intermediate Latency Position
More surprising is the concentration of but-and well-initial turns in intermediate latency position. Both are markers of discord and reservation, as illustrated by Excerpts 5 and 6. At least in this setting, these markers seem to have been most readily wielded not by those most recently involved in the conversation, nor by those reasserting themselves after a long period of inactivity, but rather by those who had a part in shaping recent talk, but only in collaboration with others.
16 This is illustrated in Excerpts 12 and 13. We're students, we get mad as hell when we can't find a place to park. 5. So does faculty, then. 6. Faculty, too, yeah. 4. But still, that's still saying we have a predetermined value [i.e., prior opinion].
Excerpt 13 (Group 16)
2. On the first floor. I mean, you can't get out of the building [in the event of a fire] unless you're on the second floor and climb up and jump over. 1. Jump over. 3. Then you kill yourself from the fall. 2. Really. 5. Why in the world would anyone come up with a design of a building like that? 1. Well, the reason they did that was because the Law Center across the street and the majority of the first students that lived there were Law students, and they were committing suicide and everything.
Excerpt 13 is typical of a more subtle use of well than seen in Excerpt 6, specifically to signal some resistance to the direction of recent talk-here, to announce that 1 is going to resist echoing recent observations about the absurdity of how some building was designed (having already contributed in that direction) and instead attempt a reasonable explanation. But in both Excerpts 12 and 13, the marker is produced by someone who just seconds earlier had a hand in shaping the topic under discussion, and who is now responding to a succession of responses that his or her earlier turn had partially set into motion.
Further evidence that discord markers are at home in intermediate latency position can be found in the distribution of the compound marker yeah, but, seen (but not previously analyzed) in Except 12. This occurred 50 times in 16 It is possible that speakers in low latency position use these markers just as much, but have to postpone them until after they do the business of signaling understanding. Okay, well, however, only occurs in turn-initial position six times in the transcripts, and okay, but only once.
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SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY the data. 17 Table 5 cross-tabulates latency with yeah, but, and other sorts of yeah-initial turns separately (with ''other'' now encompassing all other turn beginnings). There are no significant residuals, but inasmuch as there is a pattern, yeah, but mirrors the distributional pattern of but and well, being especially likely in intermediate latency position.
New Proposals (Topics) in High Latency Position
Finally, in high latency position we find turninitial wh-question words: what, when, why, who, where, and how (which, recall, I combined into a single category). At first, it seems that those who had been out of conversation for a longer period were especially likely to ask questions upon speaking again. On closer examination, however, many what-and howinitial turns had as their second word about: what about, how about. These are compound markers of new proposals, of which there were many in these groups, especially during the opening minutes when the subjects brainstormed about possible solutions to the problem. Two examples are in Excerpts 14 and 15.
Excerpt 14 (Group 2)
What about the judicial system, / like criminals, yeah. You know, how, how victims are just overlooked and everything.
Excerpt 15 (Group 13)
2. How about stealing in dorms? That's a hard one to work out.
If we separate these compound markers from the rest of the question turns, it turns out that the association with high latency position was exclusive to the former (see Table 6 ). I interpret this to mean that longlatent participants become alienated from the content of talk, putting them in the position of having to redirect that content as a condition (or at least a facilitating condition) of their reentry.
DISCUSSION
The results suggest that both sex-the pertinent ''status characteristic'' (Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch 1972) in a setting of otherwise similar undergraduates-and turn latency matter for one's choice of turn-initial word, but that the effect of latency does not depend on sex. This implies that discursive options and responsibilities both adhere to people by virtue of the characteristics they bring to an encounter (and whatever stereotypes get activated as a consequence) and, independently, to conversational positions induced by turntaking processes. My main concern has been with the effects of latency. I interpret the association of turn-initial word with turn latency, summarized in Figure 2 , to mean that discursive obligations and opportunities are conditioned by latency, or the length of time (measured in speaking turns) since a person last spoke. The obligations are most evident in the discourse markers associated with low latency position: okay, and to a lesser extent (because the positive residual is not significant though the negative residual for high latency position is) right. Okay signals understanding and, perhaps, a sort of tepid agreement, and right a stronger form of agreement. And understanding and agreement are things known to be characteristic of the sort of dyadic talk that conversation analysts overwhelmingly study (e.g., Beach 1995; Pomerantz 1984; Sacks 1987; Schegloff 1982 Schegloff , 1996a . This suggests that obligations incumbent upon parties to dyadic encounters get imported into group contexts, but that they weigh most heavily on the shoulders of those who behave as if they are speaking dyadicallyspeaking a mere two turns after having spoken last.
18
Intermediate latency position may be associated with greater discursive latitude, particularly to express discord with remarks beginning with well and but. Arguably, this is because someone speaking after being latent for only two to four turns continues to be engaged in a topic that he or she recently helped shape, while perhaps being less obligated to privilege displays of understanding and agreement regarding whatever was said in the previous turn. This is noteworthy in light of the idea that group decision-making is plagued by ''groupthink,'' or rapid and objectively unwarranted consensus (Janis 1989) . In the very least, it points to the need to carefully study the turn-taking patterns that are associated with groupthink versus those that are not (e.g., Gibson 2009 ).
Finally, the strong positive association between topic-introducing what/how about and high latency position (and the negative association between high latency and well, oh, okay, and right) is consistent with the idea that those who have fallen out of conversation for longer periods are susceptible to 18 One reviewer expressed reservations about using the language of obligation here given the fact that most turns taken in low-latency position do not begin with one of these two discourse markers. Talk of obligations need not assume that such obligations always apply, however. Even in dyadic conversation, a show of agreement or understanding may be obligatory on some occasions but inappropriate on others. The more general issue, however, is the difficulty of inferring obligations from statistical correlations, something that has been rarely addressed because scholars who are comfortable with the language of obligations are skeptical of quantification (Schegloff 1993) , while those who use statistical methods generally eschew talk of obligations. See Gibson (2008) for discussion.
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SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY ''alienation from topic.'' By this I mean the state of having little to contribute to the topic under discussion which results from not having recently contributed to its development, as a consequence of which the introduction of a new topic (in this setting, a new proposal) is an important avenue of conversational reintegration. This may be surprising in light of the idea, which comes naturally to small group researchers, that topic change is the prerogative of high-status individuals. But for that very reason it explains the surprising finding of a negative association between how much a person speaks (also thought to be a manifestation of status) and his or her odds of changing the topic in any given turn, reported by Okamoto and Smith-Lovin (2001) . 19 The introduction of a new topic may be less a manifestation of one's status than a symptom of, and response to, protracted conversational latency.
20
Some concerns need to be addressed, each of them indicating a direction for future research. First, only about one-third of speaking turns began with one of the nine discourse markers or a wh-question. What of the other two-thirds? Some began with discourse markers like because that, though interesting, were too infrequent to be analyzed. Others began with words like it, the, and no which seem noncommittal about the content to follow (see n. 11 for the case of no). Yet even turns that began with it or the surely went on to perform actions of some sort. One possibility is that turns that began with one of the nine discourse markers have counterparts among those that did not, in the sense that the latter can also be characterized as displays of understanding, discord, etc. Another possibility is that turns that lacked one of these words, and especially those beginning with words like it and the, are somehow distinct, perhaps members of a class of more factual speech act than those beginning with words like well and oh. A third possibility is that the turns lumped together under ''other'' include a wide variety 19 The negative effect was not significant, which makes sense given that how much a person speaks overall is a crude indicator of how long ago they last spoke on a given occasion of speaking again. Also, upon disaggregating topic changes into three types, Okamoto and Smith-Lovin find the hoped-for positive effect of a person's volubility on their likelihood of introducing abrupt topic changes that pay little respect to whatever was just being discussed. The best that one can say is that their findings regarding the effect of volubility are inconsistent, and that here I have suggested one reason why the hypothesized effect was somewhat elusive. 20 Of course, both might be true, if topic change is an instrument of conversational resurrection more available to high status than to low status individuals. Other conditions may also factor into one's ability to change the topic, including whether the current topic is generating interest (Maynard 1980) . of speech acts that are distinct from those led off by discourse markers like so and but; because-initial turns are an example. None of these possibilities is especially troubling from the perspective of my conclusions unless the first is true and utterances beginning with one of the openings I have focused on are distributed differently vis-à-vis latency than utterances of the same sort, speech act-wise, but lacking those beginnings, something that seems unlikely. Still, additional research is needed to unpack those other turns, though this may require a return to the sort of traditional speech act coding that the use of turninitial words has, for the space of this article, allowed me to avoid.
Second, turn latency is not the only possible operationalization of latency, and one might well wonder how discursive options are altered by latency measured in other ways. One variation on latency is what we might call ''clock latency,'' or time spent in the status of nonspeaker as measured in minutes and seconds. Another possibility is to measure the degree to which non-speakers are also nonverbally latent-for instance, the extent to which they avert their eyes and fail to provide non-verbal responses like nodding and backchanneling (which is minimally verbal). Yet another form of latency, and one closer to the meaning of the turn in psychological research, is the amount of time that separates consecutive speaking turns (Gibson 2010) . One hypothesis is that the passage of time (during which no one speaks) expands discursive options (of whoever eventually does speak), such as to change the topic (Maynard 1980; Okamoto and Smith-Lovin 2001) . However, it is also possible that some actions, such as surprise and empathy displays, have to be performed without hesitation if they are going to be performed at all.
Third, while I initially hypothesized that latency affects discursive possibilities, firstly through the mechanism of distancing from dyadic obligations and then through the mechanism of alienation from topic, another interpretation of the results is possible. Specifically, it may be that different sorts of content take shorter or longer periods to gestate, so that both latency and turn-initial word follow from one's discursive intention-say, to think up another topical possibility, which might take longer to accomplish than thinking of an objection or, more easily still, finding a way to simply agree or signal understanding. 21 In that case the findings remain important, but now because they shed light on how group encounters afford people the latency time needed to nurture ideas that might be suppressed when, in dyadic conversation, one is always either talking or preparing to respond whenever the current speaker stops talking. Empirically, however, the two explanations may prove very difficult to disentangle because there is no easy way to detect intentions prior to their expression. One possibility, borrowing a technique from psycholinguistics (Levelt 1989) , would be to have subjects watch a video of a discussion, then stop the recording, and then time how long it takes subjects to come up with different sorts of next-turns (e.g., one starting with oh, one starting with but, or one starting with what about).
A fourth issue pertains to generalizability. Though the data were derived from experimental task groups, it is not hard to interpret the results in a way that makes little reference to the particulars of that setting. Specifically, it seems likely that in any group the person who spoke two turns ago has a responsibility to signal understanding or agreement if they speak again in the current one; that someone free from this obligation but still responsible (or partly responsible) for the topic under discussion will be better positioned to express disagreement; and that someone who has not spoken for a longer duration will find that he or she has little to say about the topic on the table, as a result of which renewed engagement may hinge on a change of topic. These appear to be consequences not of the task setting as such but of the inevitability of latency in group conversations. Still, it is possible that different settings distribute discursive options differently vis-à-vis latency. Some group characteristics that might make a difference include the degree of task orientation 21 I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this possibility.
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(including whether or not members are collectively rewarded for solving a problem) (Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch 1972) , the degree to which interlocutors share a past (Fine 1979) , and the degree to which they actively compete to speak (Tannen 1985) . Only comparative research can decide the matter.
CONCLUSION
I began this paper with Simmel's (1950) famous observations regarding the effects of the size of a group on its internal dynamics. I then joined Simmel's concern with numbers with another formal feature of social life, namely its temporal nature, and more precisely, the linear temporality of conversation. By this I mean the fact that, when people have a single conversation, overwhelmingly only one person speaks at a time (Sacks et al. 1974 ) even though, by the time they go their separate ways, usually more than one person has spoken.
Many of the distinguishing properties of group conversation result from this combination of numbers with temporality. Some build upon a further feature of conversation, namely the importance given to adjacency, or the special relationship that one turn has relative to the previous one, as offering, or as hearing to offer, a response to it (Schegloff 1988; Gibson 2008) . One emergent feature of group conversation is that if A speaks and B responds in a way which deliberately or inadvertently misconstrues A's intent, A might not be able to correct the misconstrual before some third person C begins speaking, subsequent to which the original misunderstanding may be difficult to revisit (Sacks 1995: 348 [vol. 2]; Schegloff 1992; Gibson 2005a) . Another emergent feature is the availability of multiple potential addressees, and thus the possibility of not being addressed, including when one expected to be (Gibson 2003 (Gibson , 2005b .
A third emergent feature of group conversation is that interlocutors will frequently find themselves reentering conversation (as recognized turn-takers) from a position of latency-of having recently not spoken. This paper explored the consequences of conversational latency, operationalized as turn latency, for what task group members say whenever, pursuant to the rules of turn-taking and motivated (at least in part) to contribute to the collective task, they do speak. The results suggest that the interaction of numbers and temporality induces a division of responsibility and opportunity for producing content-between those who privilege understanding and assent, those who venture disagreement, and those who propose new ideas-that has no counterpart in dyadic talk.
One important open question is whether things get said in groups that do not get said in dyads, other things being equal. On the one hand, it is possible to interpret the results as suggesting that critical remarks and topic changes are more common when there are more than two people participating in an encounter, for only then do we find people latent for the periods mainly associated with such actions. On the other hand, it is possible that when additional individuals join a dyadic encounter, content previously produced by those two people is separated and assigned to people in different latency categories, though nothing different actually gets said. And finally, there is a third possibility, namely that some of the things that can be said in a dyadic encounter are actually squelched when more people are present, perhaps because competition to speak encourages artificiality and discontinuity. Ralph Waldo Emerson suggested as much: ''Two may talk and one may hear, but three cannot take part in a conversation of the most sincere and searching sort. In good company there is never such discourse between two, across the table, as takes place when you leave them alone' ' (1993:46) . If Emerson is right, further research might reveal that the things people say in order to reenter conversation from a position of intermediate or high latency are exactly the things that are least encouraging of ''sincere and searching'' dialog.
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